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A Model Derivations

A.1 Derivation of Equation 3

To derive equation (3), start with the total derivative of Mss = MsPs(s), holding Ms constant.

dMss = Ms

[
∂Ps(s)

∂vs
dvs +

∑
d̸=s

∂Ps(s)

∂vd
dvd

]
(9)

Then, evaluate the partial derivatives of the choice probabilities in (2).

∂Ps(s)

∂vs
=

α exp(αvs + nss)∑
d′ exp(αvd′ + nsd′)

− α

(
exp(αvs + nss)∑
d′ exp(αvd′ + nsd′)

)2

= αPs(s)(1− Ps(s))

(10)

∂Ps(s)

∂vd
= −α

exp(αvs + nss) exp(αvd + nsd)

(
∑

d′ exp(αvd′ + nsd′))
2 where d ̸= s

= −αPs(s)Ps(d)

(11)

Plugging these into (10) and simplifying yields (3).

A.2 Derivation of Equation 6

To derive equation (6), start with its left hand side, and impose the assumptions listed just above
(6). Under assumption i), the employment probability facing Mexican workers is the Mexican
employment to population ratio, so

Pr(empd) =
EmpMd
Md

=

∑
iEmpMid
Md

, (12)

where EmpMid is Mexican employment in industry i in destination d and Md is the Mexican-born
population of d. Take the derivative of wdPr(empd), holding wages fixed under the rigid wage
assumption.

wddPr(empd) = wd

∑
i dEmpMid
Md

=
∑
i

wd
EmpMd
Md

EmpMid
EmpMd

dEmpMid
EmpMid

=
∑
i

wdγd
EmpMid
EmpMd

dEmpMid
EmpMid

, (13)

where γd ≡ EmpMd /Md is the employment probability among Mexican-born workers in d. Note that
wdγd is the expected earnings among Mexicans in d. Assumption iii) implies that job losses in a
given industry and location are allocated proportionately to Mexican-born and other workers, so

dEmpMid
EmpMid

=
dEmpid
Empid

. (14)
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Assumption ii) implies equal baseline expected earnings across destinations, so

wdγd ≡ δ. (15)

Plugging the preceding two expressions into (13) yields the right hand side of (6).

A.3 Alternative Interpretation of Shock Magnitude

As mentioned in Section 3.2, the US employment shock measure in (6) can be interpreted as the
wage times the number of US jobs lost per migrant under the assumption that the wage is constant
across US locations, i.e. wd = w, ∀d, which in turn implies that γd = γ, ∀d and δ = wγ. Given this
assumption, start with the right side of (6) and use the definition of γ from above, the migration
network term φsd = Msd/(

∑
d′ ̸=s Msd′), and the the identity

d EmpMd
EmpMd

≡
∑
i

EmpMid
EmpMd

d EmpMid
EmpMid

. (16)

Plug these in and simplify to yield

wγ
∑
d ̸=s

φsd

∑
i

EmpMid
EmpMd

· d Empid
Empid

= w
∑
d̸=s

EmpMd
Md

Msd

(
∑

d′ ̸=s Msd′)

d EmpMd
EmpMd

= w
1∑

d′ ̸=sMsd′

∑
d ̸=s

Msd

Md

d EmpMd .

(17)

Since
∑

d′ ̸=s Msd′ is the total number of US migrants from s, the right side of (17) is the wage times
the number of jobs lost (or gained) per migrant from s. This derivation thus shows that, under the
appropriate assumptions, the US employment shock facing each Mexican municipio has an intuitive
reduced-form interpretation as the wage times the number of US jobs lost per migrant.

50



B Data

B.1 Matŕıculas Consulares de Alta Seguridad

We use a custom extract from the MCAS administrative dataset covering all the matŕıculas con-
sulares issued in 2006 to Mexican-born individuals by place of birth in Mexico and place of residency
in the US. Because this extract did not contain numerical identifiers for municipio or county, we
needed to determine which municipio each record represented. We assigned each source municipio
name an identifier to match those used by Mexico’s Statistical Office (INEGI) and we assigned each
US count a county-level FIPS code.

Mexican place of birth: The extract contained Mexican state and municipio of birth. However,
the field for municipio of birth was sometimes reported by cardholders as their town or place of
birth. After merging municipio names from INEGI’s list, we ended up with 87 percent of the
matŕıculas perfectly matched. For the remaining 13 percent of the matŕıculas, more than half (7
percent of the total) were from individuals reporting Mexico City as their place of birth. To address
this issue, we aggregated municipios within Mexico City (Distrito Federal) in all Mexican datasets.
For the remaining 6 percent we matched the information recorded in the municipio field to INEGI’s
identifiers by using a record linkage method (reclink2) in Stata, performing fuzzy matches. With
these two procedures we were able to identify 95 percent of municipios in the dataset. Finally,
we manually assigned places to municipios for 3 percent of the unmatched matŕıculas in the data,
leaving us with 98 percent of the matŕıculas matched to a municipio.

US county of residency: The extract contained US state and county of residency. However,
in some instances cardholders reported places or cities of residency, abbreviated or misspelled city
names (i.e. LA for Los Angeles), or in very few instances county of residency that did not corre-
sponded to the reported state of residence (i.e Charleston, South Dakota instead of Charleston,
South Carolina). After merging county names using the FIP codes list from the US Census Bureau,
we ended up with 88 percent of the matŕıculas perfectly matched. For the remaining unmatched
cases, including those just mentioned, we manually coded the correct counties.

We aggregate destination counties to the commuting zone level, using the crosswalk in Dorn
(2009).43 This provides us with information on the connections between each Mexican municipio
and each US commuting zone.

B.2 US Employment

We measure changes in US labor demand using payroll employment from the County Business
Patterns (CBP) data from 2006-2010. This dataset includes the universe of employment at business
establishments in covered industries in each US county and is thus the most accurate data source
for measuring local employment declines in the private sector. Unfortunately, the CBP data does
not include any demographic information and we therefore cannot use it to directly calculate job
losses among Mexican-born workers. We therefore combine the CBP data with data from the 2006
American Community Survey (ACS) from IPUMS (Ruggles, Flood, Goeken, Grover, Meyer, Pacas
and Sobek 2017). The ACS data allow us to fill in employment changes for industries not covered by
the CBP (including government and agriculture) and to measure the CZ-specific share of Mexican-
born individuals working in each industry. We observe 20 separately identifiable industries at the

43https://www.ddorn.net/data.htm (file E7)
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CZ level. Because our goal is to measure labor demand changes specific to Mexican-born workers
employed in US industries, we also use data from the 2006 American Community Survey (ACS)
to measure the share of the Mexican-born migrants employed in each industry prior to the Great
Recession.

Because we want to measure changes in US labor demand at the local labor market level, we
use commuting zones as our geographic unit of analysis in the US. We aggregate county-level em-
ployment information from CBP and migrant destination data from MCAS to the commuting zone
level using the crosswalk in Dorn (2009).44 We make manual adjustments to maintain consistent
county boundaries over time. Because the most disaggregated sample available in the ACS is the
Public Use Micro Areas (PUMA), we use another crosswalk from Dorn (2009) to match PUMAS to
commuting zones.45 After these aggregations at the commuting zone level, we were able to use these
two datasets to construct a weighted average of employment changes accounting for the industrial
composition of Mexican employment in each US labor market.

B.3 Demographic and Population Outcomes

Return Migration: We define return migrants from the US to each Mexican municipio between
2005-2010 as individuals ages 15-64 living in Mexico during the 2010 Census reference period but
who lived in the US five years before. These flows are identified through a question that asks
respondents their country of residency five years prior to the Census year. Note that the count of
return migrants does not include any individuals who were living in Mexico five years previously
but who moved to the US and back within the five year window. We also calculate pre-shock return
migration for the working age population between 2000-2005 using information from the the 2005
Conteo and the 2000 Mexican Census. To calculate these measures, we use official tabulations of the
full-count 2010 Mexican Census and the 2005 Inter-Censal Count (Conteo), available at INEGI’s
website. We divided the 2005-2010 measure by the 2005 working age population and the 2000-2005
measure by the 2000 working age population in each municipio, using official tabulations of the
full-count 2000 Mexican Census and 2005 Conteo, available at INEGI’s website.

Emigration: We calculate emigration from each Mexican municipio to the US as the number of
individuals ages 15-64 who reported leaving between 2005-2010 in the 2010 Mexican Census, using
the 2010 Mexican Census supplemental sample questionnaire. This survey, available at the Mexican
Statistical Office website (INEGI) contains an international migration module, conducted on a 10%
sample of Mexican households in each Census year, asking respondents if anyone in the household
went to live in the US during the previous five years. We also calculate pre-shock emigration for
the working age population who reported leaving to the US between 1995-2000 using microdata
from the 2000 Mexican Census, as the 2005 Conteo does not include information on emigration. We
divided the 2005-2010 measure by the 2005 working age population and the 1995-2000 measure by
the 2000 working age population in each municipio, using official tabulations of the full-count 2000
Mexican Census and 2005 Conteo, available at INEGI’s website. Note that because the Mexican
Census does not provide information on emigration of entire households, our emigration measure
may be underestimated. Since we construct the emigration measure using a sample rather than the
population, the return migration estimate is likely more reliable.

44https://www.ddorn.net/data.htm (file E7)
45https://www.ddorn.net/data.htm (file E5).
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Population Changes: This measure is defined as the proportional change in the total number of
Mexican individuals ages 15-64 in each Mexican municipio between 2005-2010 and between 2000-
2005. We use official tabulations of the full-count 2000 and 2010 Mexican Census and the 2005
Conteo, available at INEGI’s website.

Sex Ratio: This measure is defined as the ratio of the total number of Mexican women ages
15-64 in each Mexican municipio at the time of the Census or Conteo to the total number of men
ages 15-64 in each Mexican municipio at the same time. We calculate the female to male sex ratio
using official tabulations of the full-count 2000 and 2010 Mexican Census and the 2005 Conteo,
available at INEGI’s website.

Educational Attainment: We measure the share of the municipio population with each education
level as the total number of individuals ages 15-64 with that level of education at the time of the
Census or Conteo, divided by the total working age population of the same municipio. The “less
than primary education” category includes those with no schooling and with up to 4 years of
primary education; individuals with primary education are those with primary and lower secondary
completed; those with upper secondary completed are considered to have a secondary education;
individuals with university education are those with at least some post-secondary schooling. We use
official tabulations of the full-count 2000 and 2010 Mexican Census and the 2005 Conteo, available
at INEGI’s website.

Households receiving Remittances: We measure the share of households receiving remittances as
the proportion of households in each municipio and Census year reporting receiving income from
relatives abroad. We use 2000 and 2010 Mexican Census microdata from (Ruggles et al. 2017) to
calculate this measure. Note that although the 2000 Census includes a question on the amount of
remittances received by each surveyed household in Mexico, the 2010 Census reports only whether
the household received any remittances. The relevant question is somewhat open-ended regarding
the timeframe of remittance receipt, and enumerators encouraged respondents to report both regular
and sporadic remittance receipt.

B.4 Economic Outcomes

Employment-to-population ratio: We calculate the employment-to-population ratio for each munici-
pio as the share of the population ages 15-64 with formal employment. We measure the number
of employed people in each municipio, separately for women and men, using full-count tabulations,
available at INEGI’s website, from the 1999, 2004, and 2009 Mexican Economic Census, which
covers formal employment in Mexico excluding agriculture, livestock, forestry, mass transit, taxis,
farmers’ insurance funds, political organizations, and domestic employees. We divide this employ-
ment count by the working age population of the corresponding municipio using official tabulations
of the full-count 2000 and 2010 Mexican Census and the 2005 Conteo available at INEGI’s website.

Earnings per hour: We measure earnings per hour as the municipio’s aggregate yearly earn-
ings divided by the municipio’s aggregate yearly hours worked, using full-count tabulations from
the 1999, 2004, and 2009 Mexican Economic Census. This earnings measure therefore covers the
same sectors as the employment measure. Note that earnings and hours worked are not available
separately for men and women.

Appliance Ownership: We calculate appliance ownership as the proportion of households in each
municipio reporting owning the relevant appliance at the time of the Census or Conteo, including a
personal computer, a refrigerator, a washing machine, or a television. We use official tabulations of
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the full-count 2000 and 2010 Mexican Census and the 2005 Conteo, available at INEGI’s website.
School Attendance Rate: We calculate the school attendance rates as the total number of children

in each municipio attending primary (ages 6-12), lower secondary (ages 13-15) or upper secondary
(ages 16-18) education at the time of the Census or Conteo, divided by the total population in that
same age group and municipio. We use official tabulations of the full-count 2000 and 2010 Mexican
Census and the 2005 Conteo, available at INEGI’s website.

B.5 Controls

Immigration policies: We use indicators for newly introduced state-level anti-immigrant employ-
ment legislation and indicators for new 287(g) agreements allowing local officials to enforce federal
immigration law, using information from the database complied by Bohn and Santillano (2017).
Because these variables are measured at the state level, we use the crosswalk in (Dorn 2009) to
map states to commuting zones.46 The control variables we include in the regressions are weighted
averages of changes in the policy indicators with weights based on the destination distribution of
migrants from the relevant municipio.

Trade Shocks: We focus on the effects of declining US employment opportunities facing potential
migrants from Mexico, but the Great Recession also reduced trade between Mexico and the US
Because we focus on migration-related channels, the effects of declining trade could confound our
analysis. We control for such trade effects by constructing municipio-level exposure to change in
Mexican trade with the US We begin by constructing industry-level changes in trade from Mexico
to the US per Mexican worker. We use trade data from the US Census Bureau, provided in
Stata format by Peter Schott.47 We aggregate these data from 10-digit HS products to 4-digit
NAICS industries using the concordance from Pierce and Schott (2012) and calculate the change
in trade value from the period 2001-2005 to the period 2006-2010. We measure initial Mexican
employment using data from the 2004 Mexican Economic Census, which covers the vast majority
of firms in sectors outside agriculture.48 For each municipio, we then generate a weighted average
of these industry-level trade changes, where the weights reflect the municipio’s 2004 distribution of
tradable-industry employment across 4-digit NAICS industries, also calculated using the Economic
Census. The weights sum to one across tradable industries, and we include an additional control for
the nontradable share of employment in 2004 to address the incomplete shares problem (Borusyak
et al. 2022).

Homicide Rate: We measure the number of homicides during 2005-2010 for each municipio
divided by the 2005 population for the corresponding municipio, by using administrative yearly
records from the Mexican Statistical Office (INEGI) and official tabulations of the full-count 2005
Conteo available at INEGI’s website.

46https://www.ddorn.net/data.htm (file E8)
47https://sompks4.github.io/sub_data.html
48https://www.inegi.org.mx/app/saic/ Accessed March 27, 2020.
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B.6 Summary Statistics

Descriptive statistics for the shock measure and for control variables appear in Panel A of Appendix
Table B1. Panel B displays summary statistics for outcome variables. Note that the statistics listed
in Panel B are calculated using the outcome variables prior to dividing by exposure.
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Table B1: Summary Statistics

Obs Mean Std. Dev. p10 p90
Panel A: Shock Measure and Control Variables

Exposure 866 0.259 0.138 0.096 0.453
US Employment Shock 866 -0.108 0.034 -0.139 -0.064
New 287g Policy 866 0.133 0.128 0.032 0.254
Employment Policy 866 0.174 0.137 0.047 0.360
Trade Shock ($1000s) 866 -8.479 70.479 -13.747 4.706
Non-tradable share of Employment 866 0.722 0.175 0.467 0.902
△ Homicide Rate (per 1000) 866 0.891 1.329 0.055 2.174

Panel B: Outcome Variables
Population growth and Migration - Mexican Population Census

Population Growth 2005-10 866 0.138 0.079 0.065 0.218
Return Migration 2005-10/Pop2005 866 0.028 0.017 0.008 0.051
Emigration 2005-10/Pop2005 866 0.024 0.021 0.006 0.047

Other Channels - Mexican Population Census
△ Sex Ratio (F/M) 2005-10 866 -0.046 0.040 -0.098 -0.002
△ Less than primary education 2005-10 866 -0.053 0.020 -0.079 -0.025
△ Primary education 2005-10 866 0.004 0.040 -0.049 0.051
△ Secondary education 2005-10 866 0.035 0.014 0.020 0.052
△ University education 2005-10 866 0.020 0.012 0.006 0.036
Households with Remittances 2010 866 0.040 0.036 0.008 0.093

Economic Outcomes - Mexican Economic Census
△ Log Earnings per Hour 2004-09 864 0.230 0.477 -0.243 0.659
△ Epop 2004-09 866 0.018 0.049 -0.012 0.058
△ Epop Men 2004-09 866 0.014 0.054 -0.030 0.061
△ Epop Women 2004-09 866 0.021 0.054 -0.003 0.060

Economic Outcomes - Mexican Population Census
△ Computer Ownership 2005-10 866 0.066 0.034 0.026 0.113
△ Washing Machine Ownership 2005-10 866 0.068 0.043 0.012 0.123
△ Refrigerator Ownership 2005-10 866 0.064 0.045 0.008 0.127
△ TV Ownership 2005-10 866 0.027 0.039 -0.003 0.077
△ Attendance Rate (ages 6-12) 2005-10 866 0.005 0.011 -0.007 0.018
△ Attendance Rate (ages 13-15) 2005-10 866 0.050 0.040 0.003 0.106
△ Attendance Rate (ages 16-18) 2005-10 866 0.055 0.037 0.008 0.102

This table shows summary statistics for all municipio-level outcomes, the main independent variable, and control variables used in the
analyses. To construct dependent variables used in the regressions, we divide the listed variables by exposure. The table presents outcome
values prior to dividing by exposure.
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C Additional empirical results

C.1 Shock variation across CZs

In Table C1 we present summary statistics describing the sources of variation in the employment
shocks across US commuting zones (CZs). Recall from section 2.1 that we measure US employment
changes facing Mexican-born workers in commuting zone d as∑

i

EmpMid
EmpMd

(
Emp2010id − Emp2006id

Emp2006id

)
, (18)

where Empyearid is employment in industry i in destination commuting zone d and EmpMid /EmpMd is
the share of Mexican-born workers in commuting zone d working in industry i in 2006.

Because this measure weights each industry based on its share of Mexican-born employment,
EmpMid /EmpMd , industries with a larger share of Mexican-born employment have more influence
on the shock measure. The first column of Table C1 lists each industry’s share of Mexican-born
employment at the national level, showing that Construction, Hotel and Dining, and Manufacturing
account for the largest shares of Mexican employment in the US. The second column then reports
the variance in each industry’s employment share across US CZs. In this case, Agriculture, Con-
struction, and Manufacturing are the top three sectors, indicating that these industries are more
concentrated in a particular set of CZs than are other industries. Finally, the third column reports
the cross-CZ variation in each industry’s local employment growth from 2006 through 2010 (the
term in parentheses in equation (18)). By far the largest entry is for manufacturing, indicating wide
variation in local manufacturing employment growth across CZs. Administration and Education
exhibit the next largest variance in local employment growth figures.

The information in Table C1 shows that there was substantial variation in employment growth
within industries across locations, particularly in manufacturing, and that the employment mix of
Mexican-born workers also differed across CZs. These two sources of variation combine to generate
cross-CZ variation in the employment shock facing Mexican-born residents of each US location.
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Table C1: Summary Statistics

Industry Employment Share Variance in Employment Variance in Industry
Mexican-born Share Mexican-born Employment Growth

Administration 8.826 0.080 0.097

Agriculture 5.736 0.220 0.080

Arts, Recreation 1.186 0.031 0.029

Construction 21.473 0.205 0.065

Education 2.580 0.134 0.093

Finance 1.185 0.015 0.002

Government 0.846 0.058 0.014

Health Care 4.454 0.141 0.044

Hotel, Dining 13.104 0.158 0.022

Information 0.631 0.042 0.009

Management 0.038 0.010 0.002

Manufacturing 16.701 0.247 0.387

Mining 0.312 0.033 0.022

Other Services 5.999 0.056 0.013

Real Estate 1.190 0.028 0.006

Retail Trade 7.527 0.107 0.009

Technical Services 1.043 0.030 0.006

Transportation 2.981 0.037 0.013

Utilities 0.213 0.006 0.002

Wholesale Trade 3.977 0.104 0.030

This table shows the distribution of Mexican workers across industries and the variation of employment shocks across locations for each
industry. Column 1 shows the national employment distribution of Mexicans workers across industries. Column 2 shows variation in the
share of Mexican-born workers across commuting zones working in each specific industry in 2006, while column 3 shows the geographic
variation in shocks in each industry.

58



C.2 Subsets of controls

Table C2 shows results paralleling those in Table 4 but including controls for changes in the share of
the population with different demographic and educational characteristics. Because the outcomes in
Table 4 are measured using full-count tabulations at the municipio level rather than individual-level
micro data, the appropriate way to control for potential changes in labor force composition is to
include controls for changes in the shares of the local population with each characteristic. As shown
in C2, the results in Table 4 are robust to including these compositional controls.

Tables C3 – C7 show results paralleling those in Tables 1 – 6, with different subsets of controls,
as in Table 1. We discuss these results in detail in Appendix C.7 in the context of how the inclusion
of pre-Recession controls influence the main findings.
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Table C2: Employment-to-population Ratio and Earnings per Hour

△ EPOP △ ln(Hours) △ ln(Earnings) △ ln(EarnPerHour)
2004-09 2004-09 2004-09 2004-09

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Panel A. All
US Employment Shock -0.172* -2.488* -2.204 0.549

[0.093] [1.390] [2.647] [1.884]
(0.119) (1.288) (2.638) (2.362)

△ EPOP -0.084*
1999-04 (0.044)

△ ln(Hours) -0.113*** 0.311*** 0.437***
1999-04 (0.38) (0.113) (0.098)

△ ln(Earnings) 0.060*** -0.200*** -0.259***
1999-04 (0.020) (0.059) (0.048)
Mean raw outcome 0.013 0.126 0.284 0.213
among less affected
Implied shock impact 0.003 0.047 0.041 -0.010

State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 865 846 846 846

This table examines the effects of declines in US labor demand on the 2004-2009 change in the employment-to-population ratio, earnings,
hours worked, and earnings per hours in each municipio, using employment, earnings and hours from the 1999, 2004 and 2009 Mexican
Economic Census and population from the 2000 and 2010 Mexican Census and the 2005 Conteo. We trim the bottom and top 1 percent
of the earnings distribution. Columns (3) and (4) additionally include controls for changes in the share of the working age population
who is female, by education level, age category, and employed in each industry from the 2005 and 2010 Mexican Census and the 20014
and 2009 Mexican Economic Census. All specifications in columns (1) to (4) use a GLS re-weighting procedure to address potential
heteroskedasticity. All specifications include controls for anti-immigrant employment legislation and new 287(g) agreements across US
CZs, trade shocks across municipios (divided by 1,000,000), share of employment in Mexico’s non-tradable sector, changes in homicide
rates across municipios, and Mexican state fixed effects. “Mean raw outcome among less affected” is the average of the dependent variable
without dividing by exposure for municipios in the quartile with smallest magnitude US employment shocks. “Implied shock impact”
provides the predicted difference in the outcome (without dividing by exposure) for municipios with the 90-10 percentile difference in
shock size (0.075) and average exposure (0.25). Standard errors clustered at the Mexican Commuting Zone level are shown in parentheses.
Due to the shift-share structure of the US Employment Shock, we also present Borusyak et al. (2022) standard errors for this variable in
square brackets. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 based on standard errors in brackets when present.
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Table C5: Employment-to-population Ratio by Gender

△ EPOP Women △ EPOP Men
2004-09 2004-09

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

US Employment Shock -0.215 -0.411** -0.563*** -0.160 -0.176 -0.112
(0.159) (0.159) (0.177) (0.220) (0.192) (0.236)

△ EPOP -0.584*** -0.577*** -0.410*** -0.408***
1999-04 (0.159) (0.159) (0.089) (0.087)

New 287g Policy -0.059 0.061
(0.045) (0.074)

Employment Policy -0.044 0.024
(0.032) (0.043)

Trade Shock -0.008 -0.737***
(0.107) (0.106)

Non-tradable share 0.040 0.109***
of Employment (0.032) (0.041)

Homicide Rate 05-10 -0.325 3.581
(2.506) (3.628)

State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 866 865 865 866 865 865
R-squared 0.098 0.315 0.319 0.058 0.251 0.314

This table examines the effects of declines in US labor demand on the 2004-2009 change in the employment-to-population ratio for women
and men in each municipio, using employment from the 1999, 2004 and 2009 Mexican Economic Census and population from the 2000
and 2010 Mexican Census and the 2005 Conteo. Note that the outcome and pre-shock outcome variables are divided by exposure as in
equation (7). We trim the bottom and top 1 percent of the earnings distribution. All specifications in columns (1) to (6) use a GLS
re-weighting procedure to address potential heteroskedasticity. The coefficient of -0.663 in column (3) implies that a strongly affected
municipio with average exposure to the US experienced a 1.2 percentage point larger increase in employment to population ratio among
women compared to a similar municipio that was less affected. All specifications include Mexican state fixed effects. Standard errors
clustered at the Mexican Commuting Zone level are shown in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table C7: School Attendance

△ Attendance Rate △ Attendance Rate △ Attendance Rate
(ages 6-12) 2005-10 (ages 13-15) 2005-10 (ages 16-18) 2005-10

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

US Employment Shock 0.143** 0.137** 0.200*** -0.016 0.107 0.371 -0.280 -0.078 0.011
(0.066) (0.067) (0.070) (0.205) (0.204) (0.246) (0.205) (0.206) (0.241)

△ in Outcome -0.013 -0.016 0.126*** 0.114*** 0.193*** 0.176***
2000-05 (0.024) (0.024) (0.027) (0.028) (0.026) (0.027)

New 287g Policy 0.025 0.086 0.035
(0.017) (0.058) (0.058)

Employment Policy 0.013 0.053 0.002
(0.012) (0.040) (0.038)

Trade Shock 0.040*** 0.115*** -0.010
(0.013) (0.027) (0.037)

Non-tradable share -0.008 -0.055** -0.086***
of Employment (0.008) (0.026) (0.030)

Homicide Rate 05-10 -0.957 -7.930** -3.250
(1.176) (4.008) (4.501)

State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 866 866 866 866 866 866 866 866 866
R-squared 0.085 0.086 0.096 0.269 0.288 0.305 0.269 0.323 0.330

This table examines the effect of changes in US labor demand on the 2005-10 change in school attendance. We calculate the change in the
share of the population in primary (age 6-12), secondary (13-15), and high-school (16-18) reporting having attended school using the 2000
or 2010 Mexican Census or 2005 Conteo. All specifications in columns (1) to (9) use a GLS re-weighting procedure to address potential
heteroskedasticity. The coefficient of 0.25 in column (3) implies that a municipio facing a 6.5 percentage point decline in US labor
demand experienced 0.4 percentage point larger declines in school attendance for primary school children. This means that in municipios
experiencing larger US employment declines, school attendance for primary school children fell more relative to municipios facing smaller
employment shocks. All specifications include Mexican state fixed effects. Standard errors clustered at the Mexican Commuting Zone
level are shown in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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C.3 Shock variation conditional on exposure

Figure C1 shows a scatter plot relating the US employment shock to exposure, ξs, for the municipios
in our sample. Although the two are positively related, with modestly higher average US employ-
ment shocks in municipios with higher exposure to the US labor market, the extensive variability
in US employment shock within narrow ranges of exposure is clearly visible in the scatter plot. The
R-squared for a linear regression relating the two quantities is only 0.019.

Figure C1: Exposure vs. US Employment Shock Measure

This figure shows the relationship between exposure to the US labor market and the UUS Employment Shock measure across Mexican
municipios.
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C.4 Unweighted Analysis

Tables C8 – C14 show results paralleling those in the main text without the GLS weighting procedure
used to address potential heteroskedasticity resulting from dividing the dependent variable by the
municipio’s estimated exposure to the US labor market. In nearly all cases, we reject the null
hypothesis of homoskedastic errors at standard levels using a Breusch-Pagan test, the weighted and
unweighted point estimates are very similar, and the weighted standard errors are smaller than the
unweighted ones.
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Table C8: Population Growth, Return Migration, and Emigration (unweighted)

Population Growth Return Migration Emigration
2005-10 2005-10 2005-10

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

US Employment Shock -3.331*** -0.568 -0.473 -0.236*** -0.296*** -0.213*** 0.189 0.196 0.261*
(0.869) (0.812) (0.858) (0.086) (0.074) (0.079) (0.127) (0.125) (0.134)

Pre-shock Outcome 0.848*** 0.834*** 1.693*** 1.673*** 0.116*** 0.108***
(0.177) (0.175) (0.274) (0.273) (0.027) (0.027)

New 287g Policy 0.105 0.077*** 0.035
(0.193) (0.020) (0.028)

Employment Policy -0.071 -0.012 -0.003
(0.114) (0.013) (0.019)

Trade Shock -0.203 0.020** 0.053***
(0.270) (0.009) (0.016)

Non-tradable share -0.284** -0.012 0.007
of Employment (0.121) (0.008) (0.015)

Homicide Rate 05-10 -25.525* -4.995*** -7.303***
(13.760) (1.177) (2.686)

State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 866 866 866 866 866 866 866 866 866
R-squared 0.143 0.634 0.639 0.302 0.518 0.540 0.246 0.272 0.287
B-P het. p-val 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

This table examines the effect of changes in US labor demand on the 2005-10 population growth, return migration to, and emigration
from each Mexican source municipio. Note that outcome and pre-shock outcome variables are divided by exposure as in equation (7).
We restrict attention to individuals age 15-64. Population growth is defined as the proportional change in population. Return migration
is the number of individuals reporting living in the US 5 years prior to the relevant survey, divided by the municipio population in
the survey year, while emigration is the number of household members who left for the US during the 5 years prior to the relevant
survey, divided by the initial municipio population, measured using the roughly 10% long-form sample from the 2000 or 2010 Census
(emigration information is not available in 2005). We use full-count tabulations from the 2000 or 2010 Mexican Census or 2005 Conteo
to calculate population growth and return migration. The “Pre-shock Outcome” controls in columns (2), (5), and (8) are 2000-2005
population growth, 2000-2005 return migration, and 1995-2000 emigration, respectively. Columns (3), (6), and (9) additionally control for
anti-immigrant employment legislation and new 287(g) agreements across US CZs, trade shocks across municipios (divided by 1,000,000),
share of employment in Mexico’s non-tradable sector, and changes in homicide rates across municipios. All specifications control for
Mexican state fixed effects, and standard errors clustered at the Mexican commuting zone level are shown in parentheses. *** p<0.01,
** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table C12: Employment-to-population Ratio by Gender (unweighted)

△ EPOP Women △ EPOP Men
2004-09 2004-09

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

US Employment Shock -0.327 -0.663 -1.126** 0.015 -0.072 -0.409
(0.715) (0.483) (0.484) (0.688) (0.613) (0.591)

△ EPOP -0.545*** -0.525*** -0.286** -0.273**
99-04 (0.167) (0.157) (0.114) (0.108)

New 287g Policy -0.269** -0.139
(0.136) (0.145)

Employment Policy -0.086 -0.021
(0.074) (0.084)

Trade Shock 0.028 -0.733***
(0.107) (0.147)

Non-tradable share 0.237*** 0.366***
of Employment (0.071) (0.100)

Homicide Rate 05-10 -12.321 -4.389
(9.571) (8.620)

State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 866 865 865 866 865 865
R-squared 0.128 0.302 0.325 0.082 0.158 0.204
B-P het. p-val 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

This table examines the effects of declines in US labor demand on the 2004-2009 change in the employment-to-population ratio for women
and men in each municipio, using employment from the 1999, 2004 and 2009 Mexican Economic Census and population from the 2000
and 2010 Mexican Census and the 2005 Conteo. Note that the outcome and pre-shock outcome variables are divided by exposure as in
equation (7). We trim the bottom and top 1 percent of the earnings distribution. The negative coefficient in colum (3) implies that a
strongly affected municipio experienced larger increase in employment to population ratio among women compared to a similar municipio
that was less affected. All specifications include Mexican state fixed effects. Standard errors clustered at the Mexican Commuting Zone
level are shown in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table C14: School Attendance (unweighted)

△ Attendance Rate △ Attendance Rate △ Attendance Rate
(ages 6-12) 2005-10 (ages 13-15) 2005-10 (ages 16-18) 2005-10

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

US Employment Shock 0.046 0.050 0.127 -0.166 0.135 0.350 -0.060 0.431 0.533
(0.117) (0.115) (0.122) (0.327) (0.330) (0.383) (0.431) (0.419) (0.463)

△ in Outcome 0.005 0.004 0.162*** 0.152*** 0.286*** 0.272***
2000-05 (0.029) (0.030) (0.034) (0.033) (0.034) (0.034)

New 287g Policy 0.004 0.113 0.144
(0.025) (0.094) (0.095)

Employment Policy 0.030 0.020 -0.038
(0.021) (0.059) (0.068)

Trade Shock 0.049** 0.104*** -0.038
(0.023) (0.039) (0.057)

Non-tradable share -0.008 -0.090*** -0.130***
of Emplyment (0.013) (0.035) (0.048)

Homicide Rate 05-10 -0.688 -8.664* -5.735
(1.888) (4.834) (6.990)

State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 866 866 866 866 866 866 866 866 866
R-squared 0.092 0.092 0.099 0.221 0.269 0.279 0.241 0.358 0.367
B-P het. p-val 0.111 0.045 0.021 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

This table examines the effect of changes in US labor demand on the 2005-10 change in school attendance. We calculate the change in
the share of the population in primary (age 6-12), secondary (13-15), and high-school (16-18) reporting having attended school using the
2000 or 2010 Mexican Census or 2005 Conteo. The positive coefficient in column (3) implies that in municipios experiencing larger US
employment declines, school attendance for primary school children fell more relative to municipios facing smaller employment shocks.
All specifications include Mexican state fixed effects. Standard errors clustered at the Mexican Commuting Zone level are shown in
parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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C.5 Municipios’ baseline characteristics by primary US destination

Table C15 examines the baseline characteristics of municipios based on their migrants’ primary US
destinations, as reported in the MCAS data. We first assign each municipio to one of either Califor-
nia, Illinois, or Texas based on which US state accounts for the largest share of the municipio’s US
migrants (these three states are by far the most important destinations for Mexican-born migrants
in the US). Table C15 then reports average demographic, educational, and economic characteristics
for each group of municipios. The observable municipio characteristics are very similar across the
three groups, supporting the “exogenous shares” approach to shift-share causal inference proposed
by Goldsmith-Pinkham et al. (2020).
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Table C15: Municipios’ baseline characteristics

California Illinois Texas

Sex 51.529 52.207 50.923

Ages 15-19 10.900 10.469 10.331

Ages 20-24 8.629 8.240 8.357

Ages 25-29 7.209 6.985 7.219

Ages 30-34 6.363 6.228 6.569

Ages 35-39 5.790 5.669 5.843

Ages 40-44 4.799 4.747 4.926

Ages 45-49 3.905 3.920 3.983

Ages 50-54 3.364 0.478 0.570

Ages 55-59 2.755 2.920 0.967

Ages 60-64 2.486 2.682 2.789

Less than primary completed 52.090 54.471 50.716

Primary completed 39.949 38.728 40.797

Secondary completed 5.716 4.835 5.996

University completed 2.246 1.966 2.492

Employed 44.924 43.242 42.269

Unemployed 0.510 0.454 0.474

Not in labor force 54.566 56.304 57.257

Self-employed 32.210 32.285 27.678

Wage/salary worker 58.530 57.310 63.800

Unpaid worker 9.260 10.405 8.521

Total 560 38 164

Observations 762 762 762

This table shows descriptive evidence on the baseline characteristics of municipios with primary connections to California, Illinois, and
Texas, using data from the 2000 Mexican Census. Municipios are assigned to one of the US states in each column based on their largest
connection as represented by the migrant network from the MCAS data. The similar distribution of baseline characteristics for each US
state suggests that equal counterfactual trends assumption is plausible.
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C.6 Mexican Commuting Zone Analysis for Labor Market Outcomes

For consistency with the rest of the analysis, the labor market outcome results in Table 4 use
Mexican municipio as the unit of analysis. Here, we provide a parallel analysis using Mexican
commuting zones as the unit of analysis, in order to address the possibility that municipios in the
same commuting zone may be part of an integrated labor market in equilibrium. We define Mexican
commuting zones following Atkin (2016), and impose the same sample restrictions to commuting
zones that we did to municipios in the main text: at least 5,000 residents in 2005, exposure ξs > 0.066
(the 25th percentile), and at least 100 MCAS cards in 2006. This yields a sample of 741 Mexican
commuting zones (and 723 with information in the Economic Census). The results in Table C16
are extremely similar to those in Table 4, showing that the choice of Mexican market aggregation
does not substantially affect our findings.

77



Table C16: Employment-to-population Ratio and Earnings per Hour

△ EPOP △ ln(Hours) △ ln(Earnings) △ ln(EarnPerHour)
2004-09 2004-09 2004-09 2004-09

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Panel A. All
US Employment Shock -0.375** -3.554*** -3.422 0.117

(0.184) (1.323) (2.672) (2.199)
△ EPOP -0.534***
1999-04 (0.104)

△ ln(Hours) -0.183*** 0.198 0.399***
1999-04 (0.049) (0.131) (0.104)

△ ln(Earnings) 0.054** -0.174** -0.231***
1999-04 (0.027) (0.072) (0.054)
Panel B. Women
US Employment Shock -0.547***

(0.202)

△ EPOP -0.612***
Women 1999-04 (0.151)

Panel C. Men
US Employment Shock -0.260

(0.215)

△ EPOP -0.409***
Men 1999-04 (0.088)

State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 741 723 723 723

This table examines the effects of declines in US labor demand on the 2004-2009 change in the employment-to-population ratio, earnings,
hours worked, and earnings per hours in each Mexican commuting zone level, using employment, earnings and hours from the 1999,
2004 and 2009 Mexican Economic Census and population from the 2000 and 2010 Mexican Census and the 2005 Conteo. Note that the
outcome and pre-shock outcome variables are divided by exposure as in equation (7). We trim the bottom and top 1 percent of the
earnings distribution. All specifications in columns (1) to (4) use a GLS re-weighting procedure to address potential heteroskedasticity. All
specifications include controls for anti-immigrant employment legislation and new 287(g) agreements across US CZs, trade shocks across
municipios (divided by 1,000,000), share of employment in Mexico’s non-tradable sector, changes in homicide rates across municipios,
and Mexican state fixed effects. Robust standard errors (equivalent to clustering at the Mexican commuting zone level) are shown in
parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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C.7 Pre-shock placebo tests

As discussed in Section 5.1.4 in the main text, an analysis of the relationship between the pre-shock
values of the outcomes we study and the future shock that municipios eventually experience aids
in the interpretation of our analysis. In the same way that Table 2 provides pre-trend analysis for
Table 1, Tables C17 – C21 provide pre-trend analysis for the outcomes from Tables C29 – 6.

Table C17 shows the placebo tests corresponding to the pre-shock outcome controls in Table 3.
It is also helpful to compare the placebo test results to Table C3, which presents the main analysis
with and without the pre-Recession controls to see how their inclusion affects the results. We find
meaningful pre-Recession relationships for the change in sex ratio, and the primary, secondary,
and university educational attainment shares. Introducing these pre-Recession controls in to Table
C3 has a nontrivial effect on the educational attainment coefficients. While the pre-Recession
control for the sex ratio does reduce the magnitude of the contemporaneous coefficient somewhat,
it does not qualitatively change the conclusion. Importantly, there is no evidence of a pre-Recession
relationship for household remittances.

Table C18 shows the placebo tests corresponding to the pre-shock outcome controls in Panel A
of Table 4. It is also helpful to compare the placebo test results to Table C4, which presents the
main analysis with and without the pre-Recession controls to see how their inclusion affects the
results. We find minimal sign of pre-Recession outcome relationships in Table C18 for employment,
hours, and earnings outcomes, which is consistent with the stable coefficients across columns in
Table C4.

Table C19 shows the placebo tests corresponding to the pre-shock outcome controls in Panel
B of Table 4, separately by gender. It is also helpful to compare the placebo test results to Table
C5, which presents the main analysis with and without the pre-Recession controls to see how
their inclusion affects the results. While there is little sign of a pre-Recession relationship for the
employment-to-population ratio for men, there is an apparent relationship for women. Nonetheless,
the inclusion of the pre-Recession control in Table C5 does not qualitatively change the relationship
between the change in women’s employment-to-population ratio and the US employment shock
faced by their municipio, although it does increase the precision of the estimates.

Table C20 shows the placebo tests corresponding to the pre-shock outcome controls in columns
(1)-(4) of Table 6, examining appliance ownership. It is also helpful to compare the placebo test
results to Table C6, which presents the main analysis with and without the pre-Recession controls
to see how their inclusion affects the results. Table C20 finds nontrivial pre-Recession relationships
between the change in ownership and subsequent US employment shocks for all appliances. This
pattern corresponds to the nontrivial changes in the coefficient estimates in Table C6 when intro-
ducing the pre-Recession controls. We therefore interpret the results on Television ownership in
Table 6 with caution.

Table C21 shows the placebo tests corresponding to the pre-shock outcome controls in columns
(5)-(7) of Table 6, examining schooling attendance rates. It is also helpful to compare the placebo
test results to Table C7, which presents the main analysis with and without the pre-Recession
controls to see how their inclusion affects the results. Table C21 finds meaningful pre-Recession
relationships for the change in attendance rate among all age groups, but these have the opposite
sign of our main results. Also, Table C7 shows that, particularly for the statistically significant
effect among children age 6-12, the inclusion of the pre-Recession outcome growth has minimal
effect on the estimates.
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Finally, Table C22 provides analysis similar to the cross-sectional specifications in Table 5 in the
main text but using data from 2000 rather than from 2010. It shows that, in some specifications, the
negative coefficient on the interaction of the US Employment shock (during the Great Recession)
and the household exposure indicator existed even prior to the onset of the Recession. These
results reinforce the interpretation that the results in Table 5 of the main paper are primarily
suggestive evidence of labor supply responses among affected households and should not be treated
as definitive.
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Table C18: Placebo test: Employment-to-population Ratio and Earnings per Hour (All Workers)

△ EPOP 1999-04 △ ln(Hours) 1999-04 △ ln(Earnings) 1999-04 △ ln(EarnPerHour) 1999-04
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

US Employment Shock -0.238 -0.338* -0.719 -1.157 -0.312 -0.385 -0.436 0.072
(0.177) (0.183) (1.653) (1.896) (3.365) (3.875) (2.729) (2.889)

New 287g Policy -0.013 0.348 1.356 0.981
(0.050) (0.399) (0.884) (0.743)

Employment Policy -0.043 -0.252 -0.899 -0.557
(0.035) (0.267) (0.694) (0.557)

Trade Shock 0.102 0.608 1.347* 0.830
(0.126) (0.438) (0.742) (0.605)

Non-tradable share -0.043 0.626** -1.261** -2.089***
of Employment (0.046) (0.286) (0.624) (0.498)

Homicide Rate 2.172 -54.690*** -101.643* -57.548
2005-10 (2.950) (21.147) (56.253) (45.102)

State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 865 865 848 848 846 846 846 846
R-squared 0.060 0.065 0.116 0.133 0.088 0.106 0.070 0.111

This table examines the effects of declines in US labor demand on the pre-shock change in the employment-to-population ratio, earnings,
hours worked, and earnings per hour in each municipio as a placebo test. We use employment, earnings, and hours from the 1999 and
2004 Mexican Economic Census and population from the 2000 and the 2005 Conteo. Note that the pre-shock outcome variables are
divided by exposure as in equation (7). We trim the bottom and top 1 percent of the earnings distribution. All specifications in columns
(1) to (8) use a GLS re-weighting procedure to address potential heteroskedasticity and include Mexican state fixed effects. Standard
errors clustered at the Mexican Commuting Zone level are shown in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table C19: Placebo test: Employment-to-population Ratio by Gender

△ EPOP Women △ EPOP Men
1999-04 1999-04

(1) (2) (3) (4)

US Employment Shock -0.375** -0.413*** -0.004 -0.165
(0.157) (0.159) (0.236) (0.258)

New 287g Policy -0.027 0.011
(0.044) (0.067)

Employment Policy -0.012 -0.071
(0.029) (0.047)

Trade Shock 0.016 0.118
(0.173) (0.109)

Non-tradable share -0.068* -0.014
of Employment (0.039) (0.058)

Homicide Rate 05-10 2.465 2.858
(2.340) (4.319)

State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 865 865 865 865
R-squared 0.070 0.079 0.053 0.057

This table examines the effects of declines in US labor demand on the pre-shock change in the employment-to-population ratio for women
and men in each municipio as a placebo test. We use employment from the 1999 and 2004 Mexican Economic Census and population
from the 2000 and the 2005 Conteo. Note that the pre-shock outcome variables are divided by exposure as in equation (7). We trim
the bottom and top 1 percent of the earnings distribution. All specifications in columns (1) to (4) use a GLS re-weighting procedure to
address potential heteroskedasticity and include Mexican state fixed effects. Standard errors clustered at the Mexican Commuting Zone
level are shown in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table C20: Placebo test: Appliance Ownership

△ Computer △ Washing Machine △ Refrigerator △ TV
2000-05 2000-05 2000-05 2000-05

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

US Employment Shock -0.454*** -0.508*** -0.516* -0.721** -1.263*** -1.221*** -0.952*** -1.235***
(0.157) (0.168) (0.270) (0.329) (0.312) (0.388) (0.241) (0.309)

New 287g Policy -0.049 0.230*** 0.336*** 0.138*
(0.052) (0.088) (0.097) (0.071)

Employment Policy -0.005 -0.222*** -0.233*** -0.213***
(0.030) (0.067) (0.079) (0.049)

Trade Shock 0.048 0.059 0.131** 0.085*
(0.086) (0.078) (0.065) (0.048)

Non-tradable share -0.022 -0.174*** -0.229*** -0.133***
of Employment (0.021) (0.039) (0.043) (0.039)

Homicide Rate 0.119 -8.613* -24.715*** -8.131*
2005-10 (2.380) (4.583) (9.064) (4.161)

State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 866 866 866 866 866 866 866 866
R-squared 0.268 0.272 0.206 0.255 0.305 0.362 0.397 0.425

This table examines the effect of changes in US labor demand on the pre-shock change in ownership of household durables (personal
computers, washing machines, refrigerators, and televisions) as a placebo test. We calculate the change in the share households owning
the relevant household durable using the 2000 Mexican Census and the 2005 Conteo. All specifications in columns (1) to (8) use a GLS
re-weighting procedure to address potential heteroskedasticity and include Mexican state fixed effects. Standard errors clustered at the
Mexican Commuting Zone level are shown in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table C21: Placebo test: School Attendance

△ Attendance Rate △ Attendance Rate △ Attendance Rate
(ages 6-12) 2000-05 (ages 13-15) 2000-05 (ages 16-18) 2000-05
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

US Employment Shock -0.397*** -0.474*** -0.943*** -0.979*** -0.867*** -0.838***
(0.097) (0.110) (0.262) (0.268) (0.256) (0.291)

New 287g Policy 0.010 -0.098 -0.048
(0.027) (0.071) (0.074)

Employment Policy -0.035* -0.007 -0.022
(0.018) (0.045) (0.052)

Trade Shock 0.053*** 0.146*** 0.187**
(0.016) (0.053) (0.082)

Non-tradable share -0.029** -0.143*** -0.194***
of Employment (0.014) (0.035) (0.038)

Homicide Rate 0.927 -6.257 -8.459
2005-10 (1.962) (7.104) (5.313)

State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 866 866 866 866 866 866
R-squared 0.236 0.246 0.207 0.235 0.283 0.319

This table examines the effect of changes in US labor demand on the pre-shock change in school attendance as a placebo test. We
calculate the change in the share of the population in primary (age 6-12), secondary (13-15), and high-school (16-18) reporting having
attended school using the 2000 and the 2005 Conteo. All specifications in columns (1) to (6) use a GLS re-weighting procedure to address
potential heteroskedasticity and include Mexican state fixed effects. Standard errors clustered at the Mexican Commuting Zone level are
shown in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table C22: Cross-Sectional Employment Analysis 2000

State FE State FE Municipio FE
(1) (2) (3)

Panel A. All
US Employment Shock*1(exposedh) -0.103 -0.000 -0.121*

(0.163) (0.096) (0.063)

1(exposedh) -0.036** -0.020** -0.010**
(0.016) (0.009) (0.005)

Observations 27,969,374 27,969,374 27,969,374

Panel B. Women
US Employment Shock*1(exposedh) -0.201 -0.088 -0.293***

(0.214) (0.123) (0.059)

1(exposedh) -0.044* -0.024* -0.011**
(0.024) (0.014) (0.005)

Observations 14,715,945 14,715,945 14,715,945

Panel C. Men
US Employment Shock*1(exposedh) 0.003 0.098 0.087

(0.168) (0.125) (0.072)

1(exposedh) -0.028** -0.014* -0.006
(0.014) (0.008) (0.007)

Observations 13,253,429 13,253,429 13,253,429

This table examines whether labor supply behavior differs among households with and without unaffected US migrants in municipios
facing different US shocks. We use cross-sectional data from the 2000 Census and define households exposed to US labor markets as
those with either return migrants or with a household member living in the US. Columns (1) and (2) estimate the specification in
Equation (8), including the main effect of the US Employment shock as a control, while column (3) estimates a more general specification
with municipio fixed effects and thus omits the US Employment Shock main effect. Column (2) show the results including controls for
anti-immigrant employment legislation and new 287(g) agreements across US CZs, trade shocks across municipios (divided by 1,000,000),
share of employment in Mexico’s non-tradable sector, and changes in homicide rates across municipios (and the municipio fixed effects
in column (3) subsume all these controls). The negative coefficients for the interaction term in all columns of Panel A imply that the
employment probability is higher in exposed households in municipios connected to larger US employment declines. Panels B and C show
that the relationship is driven almost entirely by women. Results are qualitatively similar to those in columns (1) and (2), though a bit
less precise, when controlling for state × exposure status fixed effects. Standard errors clustered at the Mexican Commuting Zone level
are shown in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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C.8 Sample restriction

Tables C23 – C28 show results paralleling those in the main text but only limiting the sample to
municipios whose citizens received at least 100 MCAS cards in 2006. For most outcomes, the point
estimates are similar in magnitude and statistical significance to those in the main text, which
further restrict the sample to municipios that had at least 5,000 residents in the year 2005 and had
exposure ξs > 0.066 (the 25th percentile). Notable exceptions are television ownership and primary
school enrollment.
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Table C23: Population Growth, Return Migration, and Emigration

Population Growth Return Migration Emigration
2005-10 2005-10 2005-10

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

US Employment Shock -1.684*** -0.684* -0.330 -0.157** -0.252*** -0.173** 0.222** 0.223** 0.259***
(0.424) (0.384) (0.393) (0.069) (0.064) (0.069) (0.092) (0.091) (0.094)

Pre-shock Outcome 0.555*** 0.544*** 1.433*** 1.414*** 0.153*** 0.144***
(0.051) (0.050) (0.328) (0.328) (0.035) (0.035)

New 287g Policy 0.243** 0.076*** 0.015
(0.107) (0.016) (0.021)

Employment Policy 0.005 -0.011 -0.005
(0.064) (0.011) (0.015)

Trade Shock -0.070 0.031*** 0.041***
(0.083) (0.011) (0.009)

Non-tradable share -0.116** -0.019*** 0.005
of Employment (0.051) (0.007) (0.010)

Homicide Rate -18.044* -4.703*** -7.880***
2005-10 (10.022) (0.926) (2.422)

State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 1,194 1,194 1,194 1,194 1,194 1,194 1,192 1,192 1,192
R-squared 0.159 0.441 0.454 0.290 0.560 0.577 0.270 0.320 0.339

This table examines the effect of changes in US labor demand on the 2005-10 population growth, return migration to, and emigration
from each Mexican source municipio with more than 100 MCAS card issued. Note that outcome and pre-shock outcome variables are
divided by exposure as in equation (7). We restrict attention to individuals age 15-64. Population growth is defined as the proportional
change in population. Return migration is the number of individuals reporting living in the US 5 years prior to the relevant survey,
divided by the municipio population in the survey year, while emigration is the number of household members who left for the US during
the 5 years prior to the relevant survey, divided by the initial municipio population, measured using the roughly 10% long-form sample
from the 2000 or 2010 Census (emigration information is not available in 2005). We use full-count tabulations from the 2000 or 2010
Mexican Census or 2005 Conteo to calculate population growth and return migration. All specifications in columns (1) to (9) use a
GLS re-weighting procedure to address potential heteroskedasticity. The “Pre-shock Outcome” controls in columns (2), (5), and (8) are
2000-2005 population growth, 2000-2005 return migration, and 1995-2000 emigration, respectively. Columns (3), (6), and (9) additionally
control for anti-immigrant employment legislation and new 287(g) agreements across US CZs, trade shocks across municipios (divided
by 1,000,000), share of employment in Mexico’s non-tradable sector, and changes in homicide rates across municipios. All specifications
control for Mexican state fixed effects, and standard errors clustered at the Mexican commuting zone level are shown in parentheses. ***
p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table C26: Employment-to-population Ratio by Gender

△ EPOP Women △ EPOP Men
2004-09 2004-09

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

US Employment Shock 0.046 -0.163 -0.281* -0.068 -0.097 0.023
(0.093) (0.139) (0.145) (0.181) (0.173) (0.191)

△ EPOP -0.496*** -0.492*** -0.384*** -0.390***
1999-04 (0.154) (0.157) (0.099) (0.098)

New 287g Policy -0.102*** 0.061
(0.039) (0.075)

Employment Policy -0.017 0.051
(0.025) (0.038)

Trade Shock -0.161 -0.819***
(0.123) (0.078)

Non-tradable share 0.023 0.034
of Employment (0.037) (0.036

Homicide Rate 05-10 0.521 -1.435
(2.267) (3.641)

State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 1,194 1,193 1,193 1,194 1,193 1,193
R-squared 0.097 0.259 0.269 0.045 0.177 0.234

This table examines the effects of declines in US labor demand on the 2004-2009 change in the employment-to-population ratio for women
and men in each municipio, using employment from the 1999, 2004 and 2009 Mexican Economic Census and population from the 2000
and 2010 Mexican Census and the 2005 Conteo. Note that the outcome and pre-shock outcome variables are divided by exposure as in
equation (7). We trim the bottom and top 1 percent of the earnings distribution. All specifications in columns (1) to (6) use a GLS
re-weighting procedure to address potential heteroskedasticity. All specifications include Mexican state fixed effects. Standard errors
clustered at the Mexican Commuting Zone level are shown in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table C28: School Attendance

△ Attendance Rate △ Attendance Rate △ Attendance Rate
(ages 6-12) 2005-10 (ages 13-15) 2005-10 (ages 16-18) 2005-10

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

US Employment Shock -0.015 -0.020 -0.021 -0.258 -0.232 -0.120 -0.391** -0.286 -0.252
(0.059) (0.059) (0.067) (0.160) (0.165) (0.180) (0.195) (0.200) (0.219)

△ in Outcome -0.023 -0.024 0.110*** 0.099*** 0.142*** 0.128***
2005-00 (0.022) (0.023) (0.028) (0.028 (0.033) (0.034)

New 287g Policy 0.001 0.060 0.040
(0.016) (0.048) (0.053)

Employment Policy -0.004 0.006 -0.030
(0.012) (0.035) (0.035)

Trade Shock 0.035*** 0.103*** -0.009
(0.012) (0.025) (0.044)

Non-tradable share 0.000 -0.026 -0.079***
of Employment (0.009) (0.022) (0.028)

Homicide Rate 05-10 -1.779* -9.337** -4.059
(0.947) (3.880) (4.776)

State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 1,194 1,194 1,194 1,194 1,194 1,194 1,194 1,194 1,194
R-squared 0.057 0.058 0.063 0.187 0.203 0.213 0.191 0.219 0.226

This table examines the effect of changes in US labor demand on the 2005-10 change in school attendance. We calculate the change in
the share of the population in primary (age 6-12), secondary (13-15), and high-school (16-18) reporting having attended school using
the 2000 or 2010 Mexican Census or 2005 Conteo. All specifications in columns (1) to (9) use a GLS re-weighting procedure to address
potential heteroskedasticity. All specifications include Mexican state fixed effects. Standard errors clustered at the Mexican Commuting
Zone level are shown in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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C.9 Comparison of Return Migrants to Local Population

Table C29 and Figure C2 use 2010 Mexican Census data to compare return migrants to non-
migrants.
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Table C29: Descriptive Statistics, 2010 Census

Characteristics All Return Migrants 2005-2010

Female 51.3% 31.3%
Married 42.0% 57.9%

Education
Less than primary 35.5% 25.8%
Primary 42.8% 54.5%
Secondary 14.5% 15.5%
University 7.2% 4.2%

Employment
Employed 50.1% 62.9 %
Self-employed 27.7% 31.6%
Paid employee 69.1% 63.6%
Unpaid worker 3.2% 4.7%

Unemployed 2.4% 5.5%
Not in the labor force 47.5% 31.6%

Hourly wage (yr 2000 pesos) 19.64 18.90

Authors’ calculations using data from the 2010 Mexican Census. Return migrants are defined as those living in the US in June 2005,
five years prior to the Census. Hourly wages calculated as (monthly earnings / 4.33) / (weekly hours) and deflated to year 2000 pesos
using the consumer price index (INPC) from INEGI. Average hourly wages omit the top and bottom 1 percent of observations. Note
that, in comparison to the overall population, return migrants are disproportionately male, more likely to be married, more likely to have
primary school education, and more likely to be in the labor force.
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Figure C2: 2005-2010 Return Migrants’ Age Distribution
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Authors’ calculations using data from the 2010 Mexican Census. Return migrants are defined as those living in the US in June 2005, five
years prior to the Census. Note that, in comparison to the overall population, return migrants are much more likely to be in the 25-39
age range and less likely to be under 20 and over 60.
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C.10 Population Growth Decomposition

Table C30 provides a complete decomposition of the components of population growth, as examined
in Table 1. In addition to return migration and emigration, this table considers net migration
internal to Mexico, aging in and out of the working age population, and a residual component left
over after removing all of these measured components. Columns (1), (4), and (7) exactly replicate
the results in the respective columns in Table 1, and columns (10), (13), and (16) provide similar
analysis for the additional components without any additional controls. The second column in
each set of results controls for lagged changes in all of the dependent variables. Note that these
specifications differ slightly from the second specifications shown in Table 1 because they control for
multiple lagged changes rather than only the change in the dependent variable of a given regression.
The final column in each set adds the further set of controls included in columns (3), (6), and (9)
of Table 1.

The results reveal no statistically significant relationship between the US Employment shock
and either net internal migration or population aging, which suggests that these components are
not coincidentally related to the employment shock. Somewhat puzzlingly, the US Employment
Shock is related to the residual portion of population growth. One possible explanation for this
unexplained component is mismeasurement in migration. If, for example, some return migrants are
coded as not having been in the US, perhaps due to concerns about having emigrated without legal
authorization, it could lead to this pattern of results. Alternatively, whole-household emigrants are
not captured by our emigration measure, so these emigrants may appear in the residual. Because
we cannot say definitively what the source of the residual population growth is, we consider a range
of values from 1 to 2 percentage points for the magnitude of the population growth implied by
this analysis. The low end of the range reflects the implied change in population due to measured
differences in net international migration, while the high end reflects the entire estimated change
in population, including the residual component.
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C.11 Long-term changes in employment to population ratio

Table C31 provides additional analysis extending the follow-up window of the results in Table 4
into later periods following the onset of the Great Recession. The first column replicates the results
shown in column (1) of Table 4. The second and third columns use the same regression specification
but with differences in the dependent variable calculated through 2014 and 2019, respectively. The
results in Panel B suggest that the increase in female labor supply due the loss of network-connected
jobs lasted at least through 2019. For men (Panel C), there is no indication of a short-run or long-run
change in employment rate.

99



Table C31: Employment-to-population Ratio: Extended Time Periods

△ EPOP △ EPOP △ EPOP
2004-09 2004-14 2004-19

(1) (2) (3)
Panel A. All
US Employment Shock -0.366** -0.196 -0.712**

[0.160] [0.244] [0.263]
(0.186) (0.269) (0.362)

△ EPOP -0.511*** -0.490*** -0.294**
1999-04 (0.116) (0.138) (0.140)

Mean raw outcome 0.013 0.021 0.040
among less affected
Implied shock impact 0.007 0.004 0.013

Panel B. Women
US Employment Shock -0.563*** -0.519** -1.131***

[0.137] [0.216] [0.239]
(0.177) (0.233) (0.291)

△ EPOP -0.577*** -0.577*** -0.429**
Women 1999-04 (0.159) (0.156) (0.168)

Mean raw outcome 0.015 0.025 0.042
among less affected
Implied shock impact 0.011 0.010 0.021

Panel C. Men
US Employment Shock -0.112 0.239 -0.275

[0.250] [0.391] [0.354]
(0.236) (0.377) (0.475)

△ EPOP -0.408*** -0.377*** -0.167
Men 1999-04 (0.087) (0.111) (0.136)

Mean raw outcome 0.009 0.015 0.036
among less affected
Implied shock impact 0.002 -0.004 0.005
State FE Yes Yes Yes
Observations 865 865 865

This table examines the effects of declines in US labor demand on the change in the employment-to-population ratio in each municipio,
using employment from the 1999, 2004, 2014, and 2019 Mexican Economic Census and population from the 2000, 2010, and 2020 Mexican
Census and the 2005 Conteo to examine changes across different time horizons. Note that the outcome and pre-shock outcome variables
are divided by exposure, ξs, as in equation (7). All specifications in columns (1) to (3) use a GLS re-weighting procedure to address
potential heteroskedasticity. All specifications include controls for anti-immigrant employment legislation and new 287(g) agreements
across US CZs, trade shocks across municipios (divided by 1,000,000), the share of employment in Mexico’s non-tradable sector, changes
in homicide rates across municipios, and Mexican state fixed effects. “Mean raw outcome among less affected” is the average of the
dependent variable without dividing by exposure for municipios in the quartile with the smallest magnitude US employment shocks.
“Implied shock impact” provides the predicted difference in the outcome (without dividing by exposure) for municipios with the 90-10
percentile difference in shock size (0.075) and average exposure (0.25). Standard errors clustered at the Mexican Commuting Zone level
are shown in parentheses. Due to the shift-share structure of the US Employment Shock, we also present Borusyak et al. (2022) standard
errors for this variable in square brackets. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 based on standard errors in brackets when present.
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